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INTERNAL AFFAIRS BUREAU 
INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY 


CASE NUMBER: IV 2323173 


SUBJECTS: Alexander Guerrero, Deputy Sheriff, 
Custody Assistant, 
Sergeant, 
UNIT: Twin Towers Correctional Facility 
DATE/TIME: June 29, 2011, 1945 hours 
LOCATION: Twin Towers Correctional Facility, 450 Bauchet Street, Los 


Angeles, California, 90012 


ALLEGATIONS: 


It is alleged, during the course of an internal criminal investigation involving former 


Deputy (herein referred to as |), Subject Guerrero, Subject 
and Subject ade false statements and wrote false reports related to 


a use of force incident. 
SYNOPSIS: 


On June 11, 2012, Internal Criminal Investigations Bureau (ICIB) conducted an 
investigation regarding previous use of force incidents involving J On October 
10, 2012, ICIB reviewed a force incident that occurred on June 29, 2011, at 1945 hours 
[Exhibit A]. ICIB's file number is 912-00168-2003-441. The result of the investigation 
led to the criminal prosecution of MEMME. 


IAB Note: The force incident occurred within Twin Towers Correctional 
Facility (TTCF). The incident was documented under file #911- 
00578-5800-145 [Exhibit A, pages 63-82]. In this incident, 


Subject ind sed force against Inmate 
(Witness . Witness as 
waist-chained and handcuffed. Subject and 


wrote reports on their involvement in the force. Subject 
Guerrero witnessed force, but did not write a report. 
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On October 10, 2012, Subject [was interviewed by |CIB investigators regarding 
his involvement in the force incident that occurred on June 29, 2011. During the 
interview, Subject admitted to falsifying his supplemental report related to the 
incident. Subject wrote a supplemental report which indicated he observed 
Witness [iJ attempt to kick Jin the groin. Subject told ICIB 
investigators he never observed Witness [attempt to kick [Refer to 
Subject J transcribed ICIB interview, pages 12-14; Subject ' 
transcribed IAB interview, pages 6-10; Exhibit A, page 7; Exhibit C, pages, 68-71]. 


When the force incident occurred, Subject SE scrved [J Strike Witness 
in the face. Witness J was waist-chained and handcuffed. Witness 
fell to the floor after being hit. [EJ got on top of Witness and 

punched him two-five additional times in the face [Refer to Subject 

transcribed ICIB interview, pages 19-20, Subject EN transcribed 1AB 

interview, pages 4 and 10-11; Exhibit A, page 8; Exhibit B, pages 57-59; Exhibit C, 

pages 68-69]. 


indicated in his supplemental report, he observed EEE strike 


Subject 
Witness ‘once in the face. ie fell to the ground [Exhibit A, page 


75]. During the initial portion of Subject ICIB interview, Subject [EE said 
Witness was punched once in the face. Later, in the same interview, Subject 

told ICIB investigators he observed trike Witness | two-four 
additional times in the face, while Witness was on the ground. Subject [I 
said he was told by his immediate supervisor (Subject ) not to mention he 
(Subject BE) observed strike Witness while Witness EE was 
on the ground [Refer to Subject ’ transcribed ICIB interview, pages 6-8, 
14, 18,and page 20; Subject transcribed IAB interview, pages 13-14; 
Exhibit B, pages 57-59]. 


On May 12, 2014, Subject [testified in SMM preliminary hearing. During 
his testimony in the preliminary hearing, Subject [J admitted to falsifying his 
supplemental report [Exhibit B, page 62] 


On April 12, 2016, Subject [EE testified in Mury trial. During the jury trail, 
Subject I again admitted to falsifying his supplemental report [Exhibit C, pages 
70-71]. 


On October 10, 2012, at 1410 hours, investigators from ICIB interviewed Subject 
Guerrero. Subject Guerrero told ICIB investigators he was a witness to the force 
incident that occurred on June 29, 2011, but he did not write a report. When the 
incident occurred, Subject Guerrero told Subject [J he (Subject Guerrero) 
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witnessed Subject m Y WE Use force on Witness (J Subject 


Guerrero said Subject told him he (Subject Guerrero) did not witness the 
incident and not to write a report. Subject Guerrero told his watch commander, 
Lieutenant David Bobo he (Subject Guerrero) was not present when the force incident 
occurred. Subject Guerrero said he told Lieutenant Bobo he was not present, because 
Subject [J told him he (Subject Guerrero) did not witness the incident. Subject 
HEE said Subject Guerrero told him he (Subject Guerrero) was not present when the 
incident occurred [Refer to Subject Guerrero’s transcribed ICIB interview (October 
10, 2012), pages 5-7; Subject Guerrero's transcribed ICIB interview (October 25, 
2012), pages 2-4 and pages 7-10]; Subject Guerrero’s transcribed IAB interview, 
pages 7-9 and pages 13-15; Subject JM !AB interview, pages 11-12; Exhibit 
A, pages 19-21 and pages 37-39; Exhibit C, pages 107-109, 112, and pages 117- 
118). 


On April 12, 2016, Subject Guerrero testified in SEE jury trial. He admitted to lying 
to his supervisor (Lieutenant Bobo) about not being present when the force incident 
occurred [Exhibit C, page 118]. 


IAB Note: On May 28, 2013, ICIB investigators presented a case to the 
Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office (Justice 
Systems Integrity Division). The suspects in the case were 
, Subject Subject Guerrero, and Subject 
The charges included Obstructing Justice, 148(A)(1) 
PC, Accessory to a Crime, 32 PC, and Conspiracy, 182(A)(5) 
PC. 


On May 12, 2014, Subject JJ received immunity from the 
Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office in exchange for 
his testimony during the [J preliminary hearing. 


On June 24, 2014, the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s 
Office declined to file charges against Subject è 
Subject Guerrero, and Subject [Exhibit A, pages 4C- 
40]. 


WITNESS INTERVIEWS: 
On October 12, 2012, at 1245 hours, Witness [EJ was interviewed by ICIB 
investigators. The interview occurred at TTCF. For Witness EE completed 


statement, see his transcribed interview. ICIB also summarized Witness BEM 
statement (See Exhibit A, pages 11-17). 
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Witness [EM said on June 29, 2011, he was sitting on the floor eating within the 
TTCF (Tower One Transfer Center). Witness | was waist-chained with one wrist 
handcuffed to each side of his body. Subject Guerrero came from the booth (Tower one 
Transfer Center) and approached Witness {J Subject Guerrero told Witness 
HE to get off the floor and sit on the bench. Witness Sc ompicd. B 
later approached Witness (Mf and told him to stand up. As Witness 
attempting to stand, {J punched him in the right cheek. Witness 
the bench and landed on the floor. Witness J said [struck him in the face 
approximately four additional times while he (Witness [EE was on the ground. 
Witness aid Subject Guerrero watched as he (Witness B) was being 
struck by [Refer to Witness J transcribed ICIB interview, pages 2-4, 
6, and page 13]. 


IAB Note: On April 12, 2016, Witness EE testified in EE jury 
trial [Exhibit C, pages 2-56]. 


Witness 
Witne: is serving his 


sentence at the California Medical Facility in Vacaville, 
California. 


On March 16, 2017, at 1553 hours, IAB investigators attempted 
to interview Witness B telephonically. Witness i 
declined to participate in an interview. 


SUBJECT INTERVIEWS: 


Subject a” 


On October 10, 2012, at 1130 hours, Subject [J was interviewed by ICIB 
investigators. The interview occurred at TTCF. ICIB investigators summarized their 
interview. See Exhibit A, pages 6-9. For Subject I complete statement, see 
his transcribed ICIB interview 


On March 21, 2017, at 1025 hours, Subject was interviewed by 1AB 
investigators. The interview occurred at IAB. For Subject | complete 
statement, see his transcribed IAB interview. 


Following is a summary of Subject I 1AB interview: 


On June 29, 2011, at 1945 hours, Subject [J was involved in a force incident 
with (J and Witness QJ On the same date, Subject [J wrote a 


supplemental report regarding the incident [Exhibit A, page 75]. 
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Subject [indicated in his report he observed Witness J attempt to kick 
HEE in) the groin. During his interview with ICIB investigators on October 10, 2012, 
Subject I initially told ICIB investigators he observed Witness J attempt to 
kick ED During the same ICIB interview, Subject [J recanted his 
statement. Subject told |C!B investigators he did not observe Witness [EE 
attempt to kick EE Subject said the report he wrote on June 29, 2011, 
regarding the force incident was not factual. Subject J stated in the beginning 
of his ICIB interview, he was not truthful with ICIB investigators when he was asked if 
his report was accurate [Refer to Subject [NN transcribed IAB interview, 
Pages 6-10], 


Subject [I also documented in his supplemental report he observed [EE 
strike Witness [J once in the face. Subject [I said his report was not 
factual, because he observed BE trike Witness 


two-five additional times in 
the face, while Witness [was on the ground. Subject reported what he 
observed to his immediate supervisor, Subject Subject stated Subject 


told him not to document he (Subject observed Witness [EE being 
struck while on the ground. Subject did not document everything he 
witnessed, because he was following Subject BEMO der [Refer to Subject 
HE transcribed IAB interview, pages 10-14]. 


IAB Note: Subject told ICIB investigators IEE struck 
Witness once in the face while he (Witness ED) 
was standing. Subject! also told ICIB investigators 
he did not observe Witness being struck 
while he (Witness J) was on the ground [Refer to Subject 

transcribed ICIB interview pages 7-8 and page 18]. 


In Subject SECIE interview on October 10, 2012, 
Subject JN stated Subject Guerrero was also present 
when the force incident occurred. Subject J said he 
did not observe Subject Guerrero’s actions during the incident 
[Refer to Subject J transcribed ICIB interview, pages 
15-16]. 


On May 12, 2014, Subject [J testified in J preliminary hearing [Exhibit 
B]. During Subject testimony, he admitted to writing a false police report 
[Exhibit B, page 62]. 


On April 12, 2016, Subject J testified in M uy trail [Exhibit C]. During 


Subject [ltestimony, he admitted to writing an untruthful and inaccurate report 
[Exhibit C, pages 70-71]. 
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Subject Alexander Guerrero 


On October 10, 2012, at 1412 hours, Subject Guerrero was interviewed by ICIB 
investigators. The interview occurred at TTCF. ICIB summarized Subject Guerrero's 
statement [Exhibit A, pages 19-22]. For Subject Guerrero’s complete statement, see 
his transcribed ICIB interview. 


On October 25, 2012, at 1031 hours, ICIB investigators conducted an additional 
interview with Subject Guerrero. The interview occurred at Sheriff's Headquarters 
Bureau. ICIB summarized Subject Guerrero's statement [Exhibit A, pages 36-45], For 
Subject Guerrero's complete statement, see his transcribed ICIB interview. 


On March 7, 2017, at 1045 hours, Subject Guerrero was interviewed by IAB 
investigators. The interview occurred at IAB. For Subject Guerrero's complete 
statement, see his transcribed IAB interview. 


Following is a summary of Subject Guerrero’s IAB interview: 


Subject Guerrero said on June 29, 2011, at approximately 1945 hours, he was working 
at the Tower One Transfer Center within TTCF. Subject Guerrero walked down the 
hallway, near the Tower One Clinic, toward the restroom. Prior to arriving at the 
restroom, he heard a slapping sound, as if a body hit the floor. Subject Guerrero turned 
around and observed SEn Subject on top of Witness Subject 
Guerrero walked at a fast pace toward , Subject and Witness MEN 
Witness was on the floor waist-chained and handcuffed controlled 
Witness torso by using his (EE body we Subject used 
his (Subject body weight to hold Witness BE cos. Subject Guerrero 
observed raise his arm, as if he was about to strike Witness Subject 
Guerrero did not witness BE actually strike Witness ME Subject Guerrero said 
he gave a different version of the incident to ICIB investigators, because he was not 
prepared for their interview, and was dealing with personal problems [Refer to Subject 
Guerrero’s transcribed IAB interview, pages 3-4]. 


IAB Note: On October 10, 2012, Subject Guerrero told ICIB investigators 
when he heard the slapping sound, he was on a computer 

inside the control booth (Tower One Transfer Center) with 
Subject Subject Guerrero said he and Subject 

left the control booth together to assist BEEN 
Subject Guerrero also told ICIB investigators, he observed 
ime strike Witness [once in the face while Witness 

wi 


as on the ground [Refer to Subject Guerrero’s 
transcribed ICIB interview, pages 5-6]. 


INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY 6 OF 11 IV 2323173 


- — 


INTERNAL AFFAIRS BUREAU 
INVESTIGATIVE SUMMARY 


On October 25, 2012, Subject Guerrero told ICIB investigators 
he was sitting inside the Tower One Transfer Center with 
Subject aa Subject Guerrero heard a slapping sound 
and looked out of the window. He observed a on the 
ground with Witness ubjects Guerrero and 

Subject Guerrero said he 


strike Witness because Subject Guerrero’s view was 
blocked by Subject Refer to Subject Guerrero’s 
transcribed ICIB interview, pages 2-3]. 


Subject Guerrero said while nd Subject [EEE were restraining Witness 
=: the ground, Witness lifted his head violently, as if he was attempting 
to head-butt [| Witness subsequently became un-resistive [Refer to 


Subject Guerrero’s transcribed IAB interview, pages 5, 7-8, and page 15]. 


Subject responded to their location. Subject Guerrero told Subject [EE he 
(Subject Guerrero) was not directly involved in the force. Subject Guerrero advised 
Subject he (Subject Guerrero) observed [EE and Subject [I on top 
of Witness Subject Guerrero also advised Subject [lhe (Subject 
Guerrero) did not observe Witness | being struck, but he observed control holds 
used on Witness [| Subject Guerrero did not write a report on the force he 
witnessed, because Subject [IJ told him to “stay out and let J anc 
handle the paper.” Subject Guerrero said he was aware of the Department's force 
policy regarding reporting force [Refer to Subject Guerrero’s transcribed IAB 
interview, pages 6-9 and pages 19-20]. 


Approximately twenty minutes after the force incident, Subject Guerrero was 
approached by Lieutenant Bobo (watch commander). Subject Guerrero told Lieutenant 
Bobo he (Subject Guerrero) was not involved in the force incident. Subject Guerrero did 
not tell Lieutenant Bobo what he observed, because Subject Guerrero acted on Subject 
HE struction, by saying he (Subject Guerrero) was not involved [Refer to 
Subject Guerrero’s transcribed IAB interview, pages 13-14]. 


IAB Note: During Subject Guerrero’s ICIB interview on October 10, 2012, 
he stated he was approached by Lieutenant Bobo. Lieutenant 
Bobo asked Subject Guerrero if he (Subject Guerrero) 
witnessed the incident. Subject Guerrero told Lieutenant 
Bobo he (Subject Guerrero) was not present when the incident 
occurred. Subject Guerrero said he told Lieutenant Bobo he 
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was not present, because he did not agree with the force and 
wanted to remove himself from the incident [Refer to Subject 
Guerrero’s ICIB interview, pages 7-9]. 


On June 29, 2011, Lieutenant Bobo conducted a force 
interview Witness BE Exhibit D]. 


On SEE Licutenant Bobo retired from the Los 


Angeles County Sheriffs Department. IAB investigators 
attempted to contact Lieutenant Bobo. Voice messages were 
left on his answering machine. On March 17, 2017, a certified 
letter was sent to his residence. IAB investigators were not 
contacted by Lieutenant Bobo. 


On October 10, 2012, Subject Guerrero was relieved of duty. On the day he was 
relieved, he received a text message from Subject asking him (Subject 
Guerrero) to call him. Subject Guerrero called Subject |. Subject Guerrero said 
their conversation was casual, as Subject Le to see if Subject Guerrero 
was ok. Subject Guerrero advised Subject of the force incident which caused 
him (Subject Guerrero) to be relieved of duty. Subject Guerrero said they did not 
discuss his interview with ICIB [Refer to Subject Guerrero’s transcribed IAB 
interview, pages 20-23]. 


IAB Note: Subject transferred from TTCF to West Hollywood 
Sheriff's Station on 


Subject Guerrero did not retain Subject text message 
[Refer to Subject Guerrero’s ICIB interview (October 25, 2012), 
page 17]. 


Subject a” 


On October 17, 2012, at 1433 hours, Subject J was interviewed by ICIB 
investigators. The interview occurred at West Hollywood Sheriff's Station. ICIB 
summarized their interview with Subject [EE [Exhibit A, pages 31-33]. For Subject 
HEE statement, see his transcribed ICIB interview. 


On October 31, 2012, at 1200 hours, ICIB investigators conducted an additional 
interview with Subject {J The interview occurred at West Hollywood Sheriff's 
Station. ICIB summarized their interview with Subject [I [Exhibit A, pages 33-34]. 
For Subject statement, see his transcribed ICIB interview. 
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On March 22, 2017, at 1004 hours, Subject [J was interviewed by IAB 
investigators. The interview occurred at IAB. For Subject complete statement, 
see his transcribed IAB interview. 


Following is a summary of Subject EE |AB interview: 


On June 29, 2011, at 1945 hours, Subject I said he was a supervisor at TTCF. 
He was notified by Subject [NEEM of a force incident. The force incident involved 
HE. Subject SM and Witness (J Subject I—Jresponded to the 
Tower One Transfer Center. Upon arriving, Subject [I contacted Aaea 
Witness [J told Subject M e was struck oy A Subject 

observed Witness [EM lying on the ground waist-chained and handcuffed. Witness 
HE bad a cut under his right eye. Subject] immediately notified Lieutenant 
Bobo regarding Witness [EEE injury [Refer to Subject M ranscribed IAB 
interview, pages 4-6]. 


Subject mo. WE egerding the force incident. 


Witness sat on a bench within the Tower One Transfer Center. 
approached Wi and told him to stand. When Witness 


itness 
attempted to kick in the groin. told Subject 
struck Witness nce in the face [Refer to Subject 


interview, page 7] 


IAB Note: report was consistent with the statement given to 
Subject Exhibit A, pages 63-65]. Subject 
approved report. 


Subject ‘ontacted Subject regarding the force incident. Subject 
told Subject he (Subject ) was working the Tower One booth, 
(Transfer Center). Subject observed Witness EE stand up and attempt to 


kick [En the groin. [J punched Witness M once in the face, 
causing Witness [to fall to the _ got on top of Witness 


to hold him down, as Witness was kicking his feet. Subject [I 


told Subject [MJ he assisted by holding Witness legs down, while Deputy 
mm. the hobble restraint to Witness feet [Refer to Subject 


stated 


stood, he 


) 
transcribed IAB 


transcribed IAB interview, page 7]. 


Subject tatement was consistent with the statement 
= Subject said Subject never told him 


gave to Subject 
struck Witness 
two-five additional times in the face while Witness 


on the ground. Subject] said he never told Subject not to include 
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Witness was struck two-five additional times in his (Subject report. 

Subject never advised —_ about observing Witness being 

struck while on the ground, Subject stated he would have never instructed 

Harm not to put what he (Subject observed in his (Subject 
) supplemental report [Refer to Subject transcribed IAB 


interview, pages 8-9]. 


Subject [J emailed his report to Subject io approval. Subject [IT 


report needed corrections (grammatical errors). Subject made corrections to 
his report, while using Subject | computer. Subject approved Subject 

supplemental report [Refer to Subject ranscribed IAB interview, 
Pages 10-11]. 


Subject kontacted Subject Guerrero regarding the force incident. Subject 
Guerrero told Subject 5 he (Subject Guerrero) did not witness force, because he 
(Subject Guerrero) was on another floor and was not present when the force incident 
occurred. Subject contacted Subject Guerrero a second time, because Witness 

aid Subject Guerrero was present when the incident occurred [Exhibit D]. 
Subject Guerrero denied being present when the incident occurred [Refer to Subject 
Ea transcribed IAB interview, pages 11-13] 


Subject aid he believed the statements given to him by [EE Subject 

nd Subject Guerrero. Subject Ehad no reason to believe they gave 
untruthful statements. Subject} said he did not orchestrate a cover-up regarding 
the force incident [Refer to Subject ranscribed IAB interview, pages 17- 
19]. 


IAB Note: Subject[fdid not testify in any of court 


proceedings. 


October 10, 2012, an employee (Deputy OO working at TTCF informed 
Subject MJ that Subject Guerrero was relieved of duty. Subject] sent text 
messages to Subject Guerrero and Subject (J The purpose of his text 
messages was to check on their wellbeing, because they were his former employees. 
Subject contacted Subject Guerrero via telephone. Subject Guerrero told 
Subject he (Subject Guerrero) was relieved of duty, because he (Subject 
Guerrero) lied during a force incident. Subject [lJ was advised he handled the 
force incident. Subject did not recall the force incident during the phone 
conversation. Subject and Subject Guerrero began conversing about issues in 
their personal lives. Subject] said he never called Subject [EE or 

during the ICIB investigation [Refer to Subject [EM transcribed IAB interview, 
pages 14-15, 17, and page 20]. 
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IAB Note: [J was convicted of three misdemeanor counts of 240 
PC — Assault (court case #BA405690). [J was 
subsequently discharged from the Los Angeles County 
Sheriff's Department under IV2324253. IAB investigators 
contacted EE by telephone on February 23, 2017. 
HE declined a request for interview. The call was not 
recorded. 
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COUNTY OF Los ANGELES 


HATH, OF TESTICH) 


JM MCDONNELL, SHERIFF 


April 19, 2017 


pi Alexander E go 


Dear Deputy Guerrero: 


You are hereby notified that it is the intention of the Sheriff's Department to 
discharge you from your position of Deputy Sheriff, Item No. 2708A, with this 
Department, effective the close of business May 10, 2017. 


An investigation under IAB File Number IV2323173, conducted by Internal 
Affairs Bureau, coupled with your own statements, have established the 
following: 


J; That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Sections 3-01/030.10, Obedience to Laws, 
Regulations and Order (as it pertains to 3-10/100.00, 
Use of Force Reporting and Review Procedures); and/or 
3-01/040.70, False Statements; and/or 3-01/050.10, 
Performance to Standards, on or about June 29, 2011, 
while on-duty, you provided false information to a 
supervisor, and in a use of force/supplemental report, 
and/or failed to perform to standards established for 
your position, as evidenced by but not limited to: 


a. making false statements to Sergeant UE| by 
stating that you were not present during a use of 
force incident; and/or, 
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b. making false statements to Sergeant | e] by 
stating that you had been escorting inmates back to 
their assigned housing locations during a use of 
force incident, and/or words to that effect; and/or, 


c. making false statements to the watch commander, 
former Lieutenant David Bobo, by stating, “I wasn’t 
there;” when asked if you witnessed a use of force 
incident; and/or, 


d. discussing the incident Deputy 
and Custody Assistant and collectively 
agreeing that you would remove yourself from the 
incident; and/or, 


e. failing to verbally report witnessed force a former 


Deputy and Custody Assistant 
against Inmate and/or, 


f. failing to properly report witnessed force by former 
Deputy and Custody Assistant 
against Inmate in a supplementary report. 


2. That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Sections 3-01/040.70, False Statements; 
and/or 3-01/040.76, Obstructing an 
Investigation/Influencing a Witness, on or about 
October 10, 2012, and October 25, 2012, you omitted 
information, provided false or misleading statements 
during an Internal Criminal Investigation and/or 
obstructed an on-going criminal investigation, as 
evidenced by but not limited to: 


a. making false statements, on October 10, 2012, that 
you were in the transfer center booth when you 
heard a noise, looked out the booth window, and 
witnessed former Deputy (EM “taking Inmate 
oS the ground,” and/or words to that effect; 
and/or, 


b. providing conflicting statements during the ICIB 
interviews regarding your observations of Deputy 
se of force on Inmate J ena, 
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c. making false statements, on October 25, 2012, that 
ou reported the force you witnessed to Sergeant 
0 said “you weren’t there. You didn’t see 
anything, you’re out of this;” and/or words to that 
effect. 


3. That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Sections 3-01/030.05, General Behavior; 
and/or 3-01/000.10, Professional Conduct, on or about 
April 12, 2016, you brought discredit and 
embarrassment upon yourself and/or the Los Angeles 
County Sheriff’s Department when you appeared in Los 
Angeles Superior Court and testified to lying to a 
supervisor (Lieutenant Bobo) about not being present 
during the use of force incident, dated June 29, 2011. 


4, That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Section 3-01/040.75, Dishonesty/Failure to 
Make Statements and/or Making False Statements 
During Departmental Internal Investigations, on or 
about March 7, 2017, you made false statements during 
an Internal Affairs Investigation, as evidenced by but 
not limited to: 


a. stating “Yes Sir,” when you were asked “ did anyone 
tell you not to write a supplemental report on your 
actions of what you witnessed;” and/or, 


b. stating, “Sergeant |g when asked who 
instructed you to not document a witnessed force 
incident; and/or, 


c. stating Sergeant ME said “stay out and let 
and QJ handle the paper,” when 
witnessed force was reported to Sergeant A 


Additional facts for this decision are set forth in the Disposition Worksheet, 
Investigative Summary and Investigative Packet, which are incorporated herein 
by reference. 


You may respond to the intended action orally or in writing. In the event that 
you choose to respond orally to these charges, you have already been scheduled 
to meet with Chief Stephen B. Johnson, on May 8, 2017, at 1300 hours, in his 
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office, which is located at 450 Bauchet Street, Room E826, Los Angeles, 
California 90012. If you are unable to appear at the scheduled time and wish to 


schedule some other time prior 8, 2017, for your oral response, please call 
Chief Johnson’s secretary at for an appointment. 
If you choose to respond in writing, please call Chief Johnson’s secretary to 


cancel your scheduled appointment, and send your response to the facts 
contained in this letter to Chief Johnson’s office no later than May 10, 2017. 


Unless you are currently on some other type of authorized leave, pursuant to 
Rule 16.01 of the Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission Rules, effective 
immediately, you are on paid administrative leave which will continue during 
the fifteen (15) business days you have to respond to the intended discharge or 
until the conclusion of your pre-disciplinary hearing. If you are presently on 
an authorized leave, that leave will continue during the fifteen (15) business 
days you have to respond to the intended discharge, or until the conclusion of 
your pre-disciplinary hearing. 


Failure to respond to this Letter of Intent within fifteen (15) business days will 
be considered a waiver of your right to respond and will result in the imposition 
of the discipline indicated herein. 

Ifyou did not receive the investigative material on which your discipline is based 
at the time you were served with this correspondence, you may contact the 
Internal Affairs Bureau at (323) 890-8300, to obtain a copy of the case file. 
The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 
Sincerely, 


JIM McDONNELL, SHERIFF 


Te wanes 
8. Woolum, Captain 


Internal Affairs Bureau 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the 
Manual of Policy and Procedures. 


Deputy Alexander Guerrero, # BEM 


JSW:SBd:11 


ce: Advocacy Unit 
Employee Relations Unit 
Stephen B. Johnson, Chief, Custody Services Division 
Internal Affairs Bureau 
(File #1V2323173) 


a IDC OLA ASOLO 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


COMMISSIONERS: PERCY OURAN Il + NAOMI NIGHTINGALE » STEVEN AFRIAT - JOHN DONNER « Z. GREG KAHWAJIAN 
STEVE CHENG, INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 


May 7, 2019 


FINAL DECISION 


Subject of Hearing: Petition of ALEXANDER GUERRERO for a hearing on his 
discharge, effective May 24, 2017, from the position of Deputy Sheriff, Sheriffs 
Department, Case No. 17-135. 


On April 2, 2019, the Commission's proposed decision in this matter was sent out for 
objections. The objections were to be filed with the Commission by April 22, 2019. No 
objections were timely filed. 


Therefore, the following is the Commission’s final decision in the matter as of 5:01 p.m., 
April 22, 2019: 


DEPARTMENT SUSTAINED. 
Anyone desiring to seek review of this decision by the Superior Court may do so under 


Section 1085 or 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure, as appropriate. An action under 
Section 1094.6 can only be commenced within 90 days of the decision 


Oy 
box 


Steve Cheng oe 
Interim Executive Director 


c: Alexander Guerrero 
Charies Goldwasser 
Avi Burkwitz 


ROOM 522 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION + 500 W. TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 » TELEPHONE (213) 974-2421 » FAX (213) 974-2534 


') with Mr. Guerrero’s signature on June 1, 2017 


143b ULA ABIRE 


Lawofficeofjerryelinar 818-222-6778 p1 


' RECEIVED | 
j 
LAW OFFICES GF JERRY ELLNER LOS ANG | 
CIVIL SERVICE COME MISSION i 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
N THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL FROM j Case No: 17-135, IAB # 2323173 
ISCHARGE OF ALEXANDER GUERRERO 
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


ELARA i AND RECOMMENDATION 
fe | 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, 
hacrorr's DEPARTMENT. | i 
H Respondent A 22 = 
1, INTRODUCTION 


On Aprii 19, 2017, Alexander Guerrero, (Appellant) was persona.ly served with a Letter of Intent from the 


of its intention to terminate his employment as 3 deputy sheriff with the 


Sheriff's Department informing 
department effective the close of business May 10, 2017. Tae Appellant was advised of his right to respond, either 


1g to the alleged charges and a meeting with Chief Stepher, B. Johnson was scheduled for May 8, 


orally or in w. 
2017, at 1300 kours. Deputy Guarrero exercised his right to respond at bis Skediy hearing in order to present 
evidence against or, in mitigation of the discharge. However, after consideration of the Appellant's responses it was 
determined that the discipline was appropriate and the Notice of Discharge issued oo May 26, 2017, with an 


effective date of May 24, 2017. Delivery of the Notice was by USPS Certified Mail and receipt was acknowledged 


Mr. Guerrero filed a timely appeal with the Civil Service Commission, (Commission) pursuant ta Civil 
Service Rules 4.02, 4.05 and 18.02 and the matter came up for consideration by the commission 2t its mesting o° |} 
August 9, 2017. The commission determined that in light of the Petiticner's denial of the aliegations, ihe grant of a 
hearing on his appeal would be appropriate and the grant wês no: opposed dy the department. 


The hearing commenced on September 4, 2018, at 9:00 a.m. and an additional day of hearing was held on 
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| 
! | 
{September 5, 2018. Mr. Guerrero was represented by Charies Goldwasser of the Law Offices of Charles Goldwassef 
and the depanr-ent wes represented by Avi Burkwitz, of Peterson Bradford Burkwitz. Mr. Guerrero was present at l 
a both hearings. Post-ħearing briefs were received by your Hearing Officer on December 14, 2018, and ai! of the j 
“4 evidence, both testimonial and documentary, was admitted. Tne matter is now submitted for consideration by the | 
j || Boara. 
6t 
2. ISSUES 
7 
Tae issues, as defined by the Commission for consideration by the Hearing Officer were as foliows: 
1. Are che allegations contained in the department's leter of May 26, 2017, wue? 
y l 2. Ifany or al! are true, is the discipline appropriate? | 
3 3. B ASIS OF ALLEGATIONS i 
“ i The basis for the department's decision to discharge the Appellant are as foltows: í 
a That he violated the foliowing sections of the County of Los Angeles Menual of Poiicy and Procedures: 
‘ %. Section 3-01/030.10- Ovedience to Laws, Regulations and Order 
4 2, Section 3-10/100.00- Use of Force Reporting and Review Procedures 
H 3. Section 3-01/040.70- False Statements 
j 4, Section 3-017050. 10- Performance to Standards 
n 5, Section 3-01/930.0$- General behavior 
a8 6. Section 3-0 1/040.75- Dishonesty 
ual 4. DEPARTMENT'S CONTENTIONS i 
70 The department contends that on or about October 10, 2012 and again on October 25, 2012, curing the || 
A course of an official internal crimina! investigation, the Appellart omitted infarmation and provided false and/or i 
ai {| misleading statements to the effect that on June 29, 2011, he denied observing a use of force incident between j 
a Dcpuy f and an inmate. In fact, ke was in the transfer booth in Tower 1, when he heard a noise, lacked ou: of | 
7 Tl ne tooth window and witnessed a nse of force incident involving Deputy II MINN hat punches inmate | 
i MME iio was waist-chained acd defenseless and was taken down to the ground. After Guerrero conferred with 
= deputies 2 = plan was for him to disassociate himself from the incident. When he did repent |} 
i‘ ithe maner to his supervisor. Sergeant J he alleges that he was told by NIB you weren't there, you didn't | 
: FINDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND RECOMMENDATION - 2 | 
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see anything, you're ou: of this ” It was during the investigation that the Appellant made false statements corcerniog 


į his wimessing the incident: thereby engaging in the obstruction of justice He also admired, while testifying in | 


court, to having lied to his watch commander, Lieutenant Bobo. in so doing. te Appellant has brought discredit ard] 


embarrassment upon himself ard the department. Compounding these violations, on or about March 7, 2017, the 


5. APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS 


‘The Appellant denies that there arc sufficient grounds for the discipline imposed by the department as they 


facts, cixcums:ances ang allegations and. in any event, the penalty is excessive. At the time ol 


are unsupported by th 
the incident, Mr. Guerrero was in a very bad emotional state, h's wife having left him. A’though he is frank to admit 


| ihat he did witness anc (I handle” the inmate, Guerre 


personal issues and when he reporsed the incident to Sergeant {AMM oio iim chat he needn't be involved | 


ero did noi want to be involved occause of his 


land that he “wasn't there” and “don’t write a report." The Appellant, having experienced the emotional auma 


| associated with his mariage, took the advice of (MMM avd, because of h.s mistake in judgment, he was drawn 


į furcher into this web of circumstances that was not of his doing 
i Additional defenses include allegaticns that the department violated Government Cade Section 3396 as to 
administrative statute limitations and violations of its policy of progressive disciple 
. BACKGROUND OF THE CASE 
The information contained in the following summary is derived fram the department's investigation 


A use of force incident invo'ving the Appetlant that occurred oz June 29, 2011, ia the Tower | Transfer 


Cenier was the subiect of an intemal affairs investigation on October 19, 2012. The investigation revealed that 


a custody assi: 


the inmate's legs down. It was determined that Deputy Guerrero was present at ine time and observed the incident 


and never authored a supplemental report of his obs: 


tions as is requited by policy. 


Dusing Guerrero’s first interview on October 10°, he told investigators that he was in the transfer booth at 


the time of ths inciden: whem he heard a slap Followed by someone hiting the ground. He dented actually witnessing! 


the incident bot investigators determined that he had Seen untrsthful as he sad. in fact, been present. 
Following the incident, Guerrero discussed the matter with Deputy IMJ and the custody assisiant and || 
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they all agreed that he would be kept out of it and that was the reason for him no: preparing a supplemental report 


On October 25, 2012, Guerrero was interviewed again; at which time he stated that at the time he did 


inform his ir 


mediate supervisor, Sergeant (MM of the incident. However, ne failed to mention this during his 


“he 


first interview. Guerrero said he ‘old IP that he was there and wimessed the incident but (Fol 
did not” witness the incident aad advised him not to write a report. IBM denied this during his owa interview. 


‘On March 7, 2017, Guerrero was again interviewed by Internal Afairs dwing which time he stated that he 


was walking coward the restroom at the time of the incident and when he observed whai was happening, he placed 


his hands on ihe inmaie’s leg. He had not previousiy mentioned inis. 


Guerrero also admitted that he lied to Lieutenant Bobo when he said be was not present at the scene and hej 
also admitted to removing himse\f from the incident and failing to write a repor: even though he was a witness. 
7. EXHIBITS 
Ali ofthe exhibits introduced by the department during thz hearing were admitted into evidence over 


hearsay objection by tne Appellant and are ‘sted at the end of this report and incorporated herein by reference. 


There were no exbib:ts introduced by the Appellant. 
8. TESTIMONY RECEIVED 
From the Department: 


Chief Stephen Johnson was called. He has been employed by the department for over forty years und his 


current assignment is chief of dex s. He was also the decision-maker 


che instant matter. In his capacity as a 


chief ne has made numerous decisions with regard to discharges resulting [rom employees making ‘alse statements 


and obstructing an investigation. Ln some of his previous assignments he has also served as an investigator for the 


Intemal A Ahirs Bureau, With regard to these investigations, whether administrative or criminal, there is an 


obligation on the part of the witness to always tell che truth. 


Sometime in 2017, the Guerrero inves:igation came te his attention and he was aware that the underlying 
incident had occurred in 2011. As the decision-maker. he reviewed 2] of the investigative materials ard considered i 
them from the standpoint of whetaer there bad been a proper investigation, whether the allegations are correct and 
could they result in Guerrero’s discharge. It wes on April 18, 2017, that he made the final decision for the discharge 


of Guerrero and there was no possibte consideration of any lesser pena'ty. În arriving at this decision, he consuked 
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the departmenta: penalty guidelines and, in the case of multiple false statements and the obstruction of an 
investigation, because of the severity of the infractions, the discharge was the only appropriate discipline. 
He had serious concerns due to the Inconsistencies in the statements given by Guerrero during his 


ied to his lieutenant 


investigative interviews as well as during his court testimony where he admitted to he 
about his observations on June 29, 201 £. His credibility was calied into question to the extent that his testimony 
could never be used ina cour: proceeding. He also brought into question t:e credabiity of other department 

i| witnesses and the credibility of the department itself 

On cross-examination, tre chief agreed that when Working in the Twin Towers i is important for the 


deputies to rely upon one another for their mutual safery and those werking the same shift are a close-knit group 


Furthermore, there is no special class that instructs in matters of decision-maxing and decisions are based on a ser 
of experiences 
On re-direct, the witness addresseé the issue of progressive d:sciptine and its inapplicability in cases where 


there is a conviction for a felony oz in cases involving theft and dishonesty. 


Anthony: Easter, É feutenant, testi his service as an Internal Affairs Bureau investigator. He was 


| involved in the administrative investiga:ion of Guerrero’s June 29, 2011, inciden: He waited for the criminal 
1 


“investigation to de concluded before uadersaking the admi 


'e investigation and that caused che tolling of the 
statute of limitations. As part of itis investigation ke made use of the information gleaned from the criminal 


investigation incitding the transcripts of the interviews obtained by ICTB and he determined that there were 


statements that Were ir conflict with department: policy. After completing his investigation, he prepared 2 report in 


which ke concluded that Guerrero had made feise statements after it was determined thet he was present and 


involving Deputy [J on June 29, 2011, Sut never reported it. He also found that Guerre 
had said that Sergeant od him that he (Guerrero) did not witness the incident and not to write a report 
IMM dcricd ever saying that, Guerrero also told his watch commander, Lieutenant Bobo that he wes not present 


when the use of force incident took place and when he later testified in court he admitced to having lied to Bobo. Hi: 


purported reason for lying to Lieutenant Bobo was cue to the fact thar Sergeant (IM told him to deny that he was 
there and to not write a report. After the witness completed his report, it wont to casc review and although he was 


preseat at that review, he did not make any recommendations with regard to discipline 
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Mr. Bobo ha: t ired for the past four years after having 


David Boho was caed by the departmes 
served for thirty years; most recently at the rank of lieutenant. He recalls kaving worked at the Twin Towers 
Correctional Facility with Deputy Guerrero and vaguely remembers a use of force incident involving Deputy 
ERE ceins: an inmate named gg. He remembers interviewir of and was told that Deputy Guerrero 
was present and had witnessed the incident. He was also told that by custody assistam: Mand chat aa 
instigated tae assach by acerpting to butt-head I. Bused on the statements of IN be concluded that it 
was “undetermined.” He has no clear recollection of Guerrero telling him that he was nat present at the scene but 
concedes that based upon the transcripts of the investigation, it appears that be was present. 
The Department Rested: 
From the Appellant: 

Algxander Guerrero testified in bis own behalf. He joined the department in May of 2008, after serving for 


six years with the Los Angeles County Police Department In 2011, he was assigned to the Tower One Transfer 


Center whieh is a ransfer hub for inmates coming and going to cour. 


Oa June 29, 201), he had bsen working his usual assignment of housing new inmates as well as inmates 


fetuming from court. Ons of the inmates under his care was (II 2 high-profile individua! who was naving 2 lot 


ating disturbances and being disruptive. Custody Assistant I was also 


there and keeping count of the inmates as well as Deputy MH Ac some point that day he was in the hallway 


heading towards the clinie when he heard a largs smacking sound followed dy the sound of a body hitting the floor. 


He saw Jackson and (on top of I and then observed that bac been subdued. He observed 


tion of actually seeing him make contact with 


report writer he was to prepare a teport and (J was to prep- a supplemental report. However, Guerrero was 


to “stay out of it and net write a report.” He had no further conversation about the incident with I) untii a year 


Jor two later on the same night that àe was relieved of duty B24 cat'ed him and asked him some non-specific 


questions about wha: he had wld investigators. 


He also spoke with Lieutenant Bobo that evening and was asked if he had been involved in the incident andj 


be told him that he was not because this was what [IMM nd told him to say. He was contacted by members of the 
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l j ae a R j F 
| Internal Criminal Investigation Bureau in October cf 2012, anc he told them that he had responded to the incident 
i from the booth in the transfer center. He also 1o!d them that he had observed st ike, although tse 
wie not correct. During his interview he had made mistakes in describing the details and should have taken more 
* Theme to get the facts straight before going into the interview. He was relieved of duty st that time. He had a second 
J || interview with ICIB two weeks later aftcr which he was called by IIB, who by this time had also been relieved 
s [of duty and anced to know the details of his first interview. During his second interview, he contradicted 
" himself and told the investigators that he did not see IMB strike (IN bue only saw him raise kis arm, 
j According to Guerrero, this was the correct version of what occurred 
White all of this was taking place, he discovered that his wife was having an affair and this was affecting 
ON i emotional’y and also affecting his job performance. He was not focusing o9 his work and he just wanted to get 
g done with the interviews. He also testiGed in court in May of 2017, during which time he changed the details of the 
$ incident because he had a clearer recollection by then of what had occurred. 
$ On cross-examiuation, the wilness conceded that if he had bzen given an illegai or out of policy order by a į 
a superior, he would be obliged to repor: i: But, when be was cole by his supervisor to not write a report of the Juns 
eI 29, 2011, incident he placed his trust in his supervisor but now realizes that it was a mistake. He also is aware of the 
i fact that Sergeant strongly denies that he ever told tim not to write a report. When he was isterviewed by 
Netw is October of 2012, he didn't mention it at the imè altkough he couceded that it was a matter of great 
j importance ad he cannot explair his reason for not doing so except tor the fact that he was “dealing with a lot 
$ j| personelly * 
20 
Mr. Guerrero was shown a copy of a document identified herein ag stamp page 468 of department's | 
r i] exhibit 22. The witness identified the document as an inmate injury report which he prepared and signed on June 29, 
7 Maon. The document was approved by Sergeant SEJ. The witness sared that he was instructed to prepare the 
s report by [I but did not think it was strange that Sergeant {IM instructed him to prepare the inmate injury 
2 report after having previously told him to “stay out of it.” He also concedes that he licd to Lieutenam Bobo when he fj 
5 [denied that he was present at the scene of the incident. 
i E © 2s called by the Appellant. Mr. is the president of a Catholic High School in 
aa ee Angeles and isa very good friend of Mr. Guerrero and his family. Having known Mr. Guerrero for the past six- |! 
28 i 
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children. 


į HE -:-- that he is cu rant who served with he o Police 


| Department He hes come to know Alex Guerrero through their mutual workouts at the gym over a period of from 


ently a retired lieu 


ren to fifteen years. They would often talk about law enforcement matters and he wes hoping to get him hited on to 


was no further contact between them. 


his department, After his retirement, he stopped going to the gym end the} 


he believes ‘be a person who is honest and mutiful and 


Having keown Alex Guerrero as jong as he ża 


mowing of the circumstances of his discharge he is of the hetief that Alex is redeemable 


“The Appellant Rested: 

| 9. CLOSING ARGUMENT 

| By the Department: 

Mr, Guerrero wanted to disassociate bimself from the incident of June 29, 20) |, and he was success ŝul in 

“| doing so for about a year uasil the cepartment vegan looking at Jackson a little more closely Guerrero’ story starte 


to unvave\--culminating in his admission in court during Jackson's trial, that he had lied to Licutenart Bobo. Jn so 


doing he ruined his own credibilicy and tarnished the reputation of the department. In the future, Guerrero's 


employment with the department is problematic msofar as the Distric: Auorncy’s office might have to exclude him 


as a witness or possibly forgo filing charges because of concems about his testimony being called inte question. The! 


damage done by Ais public admission of his dishonesty cannot be undone or mitigated by ary amount of training, 


suspension or any disciptine short of a ful! separation from the department. For these reasons, the department 
requests that the discharge of Mr. Guerrero be sustained. 


| By the Appellant: 
i 


Tre Appellant presented himself at his hearing ready to accept full responsibility for his conduct. Since the 


| 
inciden? he has become a better person, more mature and spiritually advanced. The dischaz 


¢ is excessive and, given!| 
[chat he has demonstrated tha: he has grown and is cognizant of his liraitarions, he should be given another chance 


The discip!inary guidelines provide for it and this is an appropriate case for it. 


Notice should also be taken of a non-compliance with statute of Icnitations requirements as set forth in 


‘Government Cade §3304(d) (1) which mandates completion of the investigation and filing of charges within one 
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year of the time when the alleged inisconduct is brought to the attention of the agency, While it is me that the 


statute i3 tolled by a concurren: criminal action, the allegation of misconduct that is the basis of this administrative 
action was the subject of another end ¢ifferent investigation, d 


It is requested that Mr. Guerrero’s petition be granted and that he be reinstated to his former position of 


Deputy Sherif together with back pay and benefits. 
10, DISCUSSION 


It is accepted as cue that Deputy Guerrero was experiencing serious emotiona: problems arising from his 


dysfunctional mariage. However, this cannot and does not serve as an excuse for repeated violations of department 
policy and for maxng misleading statements duzing tie course of an official internal investigation. Mr. Guerrero 
|was employed in a critica) position at the Twin Towers Cenirel Correctional Facility and any distraction fom his 
duties caused by Fis personal marita) 2roblems could have resulted in serious harm 10 himself and fel’ow employees. 
| Ic is also noted that Mr. Guerrero acknowledged during the hearing that he had available to him departmental 
counselling services but failed to take advantage of that service because he was too embarrassed to do so. 

By his own admission, Mr. Guerrero lied to Lieutenant Bobo, his supervisor, when asked if he was present 
i and wimessed the assaut on inmate JJ Diiring the course of his interviews by Internal Affairs he changed his 
answers to questions that were put to him, omitted important facts and improbably failed to recollect important 
aspects of the Tune 29. 2011, incident. Sergeant Jp requivocally denied ordering him to stay ou: of it and to 
‘not prepare a report contrary to Guerrero’s insistence that he was direczed to do so by (J Nonetheless, 
Guerrero fai'ed to mention Sergeant SE pote order to keep out of it during his early interview with 
"intemal Aftzirs. His testimony is aso inconsistent with being ordered byf] to prepare the Inmatt Injury 
Repon. If culy told him to stay out of it then one might wonder why would he have him prepare a report 
|| teat would, even remotely, bring bim into the incident, In light of Guerrero’s consistent lack of credibility 


'| throughout this matter, Sergeant S has che advantage of plausibility. 


While we take Mr. Guerrero’s word that he has matured in his understanding of his responsibilities as a 


£ deputy sheriff. he has, by nis own admission, lied to his supervisor and made omissions of materia) facts nee 


Internal Affairs interviews. In so doing he bas made himself a casualty of Brady’. These are very real obstacles to 
i 


u 
ba 
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criminal matters. Furthermore. by admitting to having lied to his superviso: during his testimony in court he has not 


only damaged his credibility as a witness but he bas also tamished the reputation of the department he has served. 
By the time of tbis incident, Mr Guerrero had already been empicyed by the department for three years an 

had previously been employed by the County Police Department. He was a seasoned law enforcement officer and 

! shouid have known better. 

With respect to the issue raised by the Appetiant that the stacute of limitations as set forth in Government 


|) Code § 3304 precludes the prosecution of this matter, it is noted that the wrongful conduct that was alleged against 


the Appellant was not discovered by the department 


ti the tis! of Mr MJ and was, therefcre, tolied during 
the pending criminal proceedings. Furthermore, the fact that the proceedings involved another subject, doef 
not remove Mr, Guerrero from the tolling provisions. Thus, there was no violation of the cited code section. 

The Appeilant also argues that the department violated its policy of progressive discipline by the imposition 


# the most exzeme penalty of a discharge wher: a lesser penalty, such as a suspens:on, could have been employed 


; t is true that dhe countywide policy of progressive d'scipiine is applicable to the Sheriff's Department as weil as 10 
‘other deparuments. However, some acts of misconduct are so egregious that rey fall outside the ambit of this policy. 
| Such acts include dishonesty, making faise statements and intentions! ortissions of material facts during the course 
of one’s official duties Those acts are never tolerated by a law enforcement agency and the policy of arogressive 


disciptine is inspplicab/e in such instances. 


H Having heerd the testimony of the wi:nesses including tha: cf Mr. Guerrero, I tave concluded the 
following: 

e = The allegations are true. 
i + The discharge is appropriate 


+ The departmeat kas met its burden of proof by a preponderance of the evidence. | 


11. FINDINGS OF FACT 


the contentions of the parties, 


The evidence, both oral and documentary, having been considered along 


L make the following findings of fact: 


1. On June 11, 2032, the Sheriff's Deparment initiated an Internal Affairs investigation into a use of force 


incident upon an inmate occurring on June 29, 2011, at the Twin Towers Correctional Faci! 
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2. At all times indicated, Atex Guerrero was employed es a Deputy Sheriff by the Los Ange'es Coumy 
Sheriff's Department and assigned to the Twin Towers Correctional Facility. 

3. On June 29, 2011, Deputy Guerrero was a witness to the usc of force incident against inmat A 
[ME 22¢ fated to take a report of the incident as required by policy. 


4, Deputy Guerrero was untruthful when he cold Licuterant Boso that he did not witaess the incident 


5. That based upon his own admission and corroborated by the documentary evidence, Depury Guerrero 


appeared in the Las Angeles Superior Court and testified to lying to a supervisor (Lieutenant Bobo) about not being | 
present during a use of force incident f 
6. Deputy Guerrero was untruthful wien he told investigators that he had been ordered by Sergeant | 

to “stay out of it and not prepare a report.” 


7, The evidence did not support a finding that Deputy Guerrero made ‘alse statements w Sergeant SE 


es back to their assigned housing locations during a use of force incident 


8. The evidence did not support finding that Deputy Guerrero made false statements to Serge: 


by stating that he had been escorting in 
9. Deputy Guerrero had made omissions of fact when interviewed by investigators on October 19, 2017. 
10. Deputy Guerrero had conspired with Deputy IMJ and Custody Assistan: [J hat he would 
{remove himself from the incident 
} 11. Deputy Guerrero was served with a Letter of Incent to Discharge on April 19, 2017 
12, Alex Guerrero participated in a Skelly hearing presided over by Scephen B. Johnson, Czief, Custody 
Services Division, during which time he was offered an opportunity to present evidence in opposition to, or in 


mitigation of, the charges against him. 


13. Chief Johnson concluded that the Appellant's responses did rot serve to mitigate the discipline. 
14, On May 26, 2017, a Letter af Discnarge was sent by cerified mail to Mr. Guerrero advising him of his 
discharge effective at the close of business on May 24, 2017. 


15. Mr. Guerrero filed a timely appeal of his discharge with the Civil Service Commission. 


| 16. The hearing on the appeal was conducted before your heasing officer on September 4, 20:8 und 
' September $, 2018. 


| snDINGs OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND RECOMMENDATION - it | 
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12. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
4 : 1 The allegation that the Appellant was in violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures Sectior || 
Ž 1 sc 1/030 10, obedience to Laws, is found to be ave 
T 2 The allegation that the Appellant was in violation ofthe Mantal of Policy and Procedures Section |i 
* 1h5.19:100.60. Use oC Farce Reporing, 1s found 10 b: tee i 
$ ' 3 The allegation that the Appellant was in violation of the Manua! of Policy and Procedures Section i 
í 3-01/040.70, False Statements, is found to be wue. |, 
: 4. The allegation that the Appellant was it violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 
i j}3-01/080.:¢, Performence to Standards, is found to be Tue i 
Er $ The allegat:on that the Appellant was in violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 
4 l 3-61/036.95, General Behavior, is found to be uue. 
z 1 6. The allegation that the Appellant was in violation of the Manual of Policy and Procedures Section 
1 T 5-c1-016275, Dishonesy is found to be true 
a 13. RECOMMENDATION 
i5 


f Having found that the allegations coata:ned in the departmer:'s Letter of Discharge of May 28, 2017, are 


all true fer the ccasons previousiy set forth, it is respectii.ily recommended that your honorable body edopt the 


findings of your nearing officer and hold tha: the cischarge of the Appellant from zis position of Deputy SheritT with 
1B | 


the Los Angeles County Skeriff's Deparonent is appropriate: :s not en abuse of discreticr and should be sustained 
13 
20 
Dated: January 7, 2019 Respectfully Submided, 
2 P 
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COUNTY OF Los ANGELES 


Jim MCDONNELL, SHERIFF 


May 26, 2017 


Deputy Alexander Guerrero, #8 Date of Department Hire 05/12/2008 


Dear Deputy Guerrero: 


On April 19, 2017, you were served with a Letter of Intention indicating your 
right to respond to the Sheriff's Department’s pending disciplinary action 
against you, as reported under File Number IAB 2323173. You were also 
advised of your right to review the material on which the discipline was based. 


You did exercise your right to respond. However, after review and consideration 
of the response submitted to support your position, it has been determined that 
the recommended discipline is appropriate. 


You are hereby notified that you are discharged from your position of Deputy 
Sheriff, Item No. 2708A, with this Department, effective as of the close of 
business on May 24, 2017. 


An investigation under File Number IAB 2323173, conducted by Internal Affairs 
Bureau, coupled with your own statements, has established the following: 


E) 
ooo 
Cana _. 


1. 


3-01/040.70, False Statement: 
aaa on or about June 29, 2011, 
while on-duty, you provided false information to a 
supervisor, and in a use of force/supplemental report, 
and/or failed to perform to standards established for 
your position, as evidenced by but not limited to: 


211 WEST TEMPLE STREET, Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 
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Deputy Alexander Guerrero, 4 


a. making false statements to Sergeant I by 
stating that you were not present during a use of 
force incident; and/or, 


b. making false statements to Sergeant J by 
stating that you had been escorting inmates back to 
their assigned housing locations during a use of 
force incident, and/or words to that effect; and/or, 


c. making false statements to the watch commander, 
former Lieutenant David Bobo, by stating, “I wasn’t 
there;” when asked if you witnessed a use of force 
incident; and/or, 


d. discussing the incident with former Deputy (a 
and Custody Assistant MJ and collectively 
agreeing that you would remove yourself from the 
incident; and/or, 


e. failing to verbally report witnessed force by former 


Deputy and Custody Assistant 
against Inmate ; and/or, 
f. failing to properly report witnessed force by former 
Deputy and Custody Assistant 
against Inmate in a supplementary report. 


2. That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Sections 3-01/040.70, False Statements; 
and/or 


on or about 
October 10, 2018, and October 25, 2012, you omitted 
information, provided false or misleading statements 
during an Internal Criminal Investigation and/or 
obstructed an on-going criminal investigation, as 
evidenced by but not limited to: 


a. making false statements, on October 10, 2012, that 
you were in the transfer center booth when you 
heard a noise, looked out the booth window, and 
witnessed former Deputy QM “taking Inmate 


Deputy Alexander Guerrero, #4 


HM to the ground,” and/or words to that effect; 
and/or, 


. providing conflicting statements during the ICIB 


interviews regarding your observations of Deputy 
use of force on Inmate |: ang, 


making false statements, on October 25, 2012, that 
you reported the force you witnessed to Sergeant 

[who said “you weren't there. You didn’t see 
anything, you’re out of this;” and/or words to that 
effect. 


4. That in violation of the Manual of Policy and 
Procedures Section 3-01/040.75, Dishonesty/Failure to 
Make Statements and/or Making False Statements 
During Departmental Internal Investigations, on or 
about March 7, 2017, you made false statements during 
an Internal Affairs Investigation, as evidenced by but 
not limited to: 


a. 


stating “Yes Sir,” when you were asked “ did anyone 
tell you not to write a supplemental report on your 
actions of what you witnessed;” and/or, 


. stating, “Sergeant [J when asked who 


instructed you to not document a witnessed force 
incident; and/or, 


stating Sergeant said “stay out and let 
HS anc handle the paper,” when 


witnessed force was reported to Sergeant 


Deputy Alexander Guerrero, 4 4 


Additional facts for this decision are set forth in the Disposition Worksheet, 
Investigative Summary and Investigative Packet which are incorporated herein 
by reference. 


In taking this disciplinary action, your record with this Department has been 
considered, and a thorough review of this incident has been made by 
Department executives, including your Unit and Division Commanders. 


You may appeal the Department’s action in this matter pursuant to Rules 4.02, 
4.05 and 18.02 of the Civil Service Rules. 


You may, if you so desire, within fifteen (15) business days from the date of 
service of this notice of discharge, request a hearing on these charges before the 
Los Angeles County Civil Service Commission, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 588, 
Los Angeles, California 90012. 

The Sheriff's Department reserves the right to amend and/or add to this letter. 


Sincerely, 


JIM McDONNELL, SHERIFF 


CUSTODY SERVI¢HS DIVISION - SPECIALIZED PROGRAMS 


Note: Attached for your convenience are excerpts of the applicable areas of the 
Manual of Policy and Procedures and Civil Service Rules. 


SBJ:KM:JSW:jp 


ec: Advocacy Unit 
Stephen B. Johnson, Chief, Custody Services Division - Specialized 
Programs 
Laura E. Lecrivain, Captain, Twin Towers Correctional Facility 
Internal Affairs Bureau 
Kimberly L. Unland, Captain, Personnel Administration 
Doreen Garcia, Pay and Leave Management 


(Attachment) 


CIVIL SERVICE RULES 


“4,08 Petition for Hearing 


Such petition shall be in writing, signed by the petitioner, or the petitioner’s 
representative, and shall give the signer's mailing address and specify the 
ruling or action appealed and in plain language and in detail sufficient facts 
and reasons upon which the petitioner’s case is based.” 


“4.05 Time Within Which Petition Must be Filed 


A. 


Unless otherwise provided in these Rules, a petition for hearing before 
the commission must be filed within the following time limits: 


I. In a discharge, reduction or suspension over five days within 
fifteen (15) business days after service of letter of discharge, 
reduction or suspension of over five days; 


R. In all other matters except as provided in Rule 6.07, not later than 
ten (10) business days after the ruling or order complained of. 


Commission may extend the time limits for filing a petition only after 
consideration of a showing of good cause for the delay which has been 
submitted in writing. If the commission extends the time limits, the 
commission shall specify the facts which the commission deems to 
constitute good cause. The filing of a departmental grievance or an 
appeal in another jurisdiction, such as the Employee Relations 
Commission, shall not constitute good cause for extending the time 
limits for filing a petition with the commission.” 


(Attachment) 


CIVIL SERVICE RULES 


“18.02 Discharge or Reduction 


A. 


A permanent employee may be discharged from County service or 
reduced in rank or compensation after appointment or promotion is 
complete, and after completion of the employee’s first probationary 
period (except as provided in Rule 18.06). Before such discharge or 
reduction shall become effective, the employee shall receive a written 
notice from the appointing power of intent to invoke discharge or 
reduction, and specific grounds and particular facts therefor. The 
employee shall then be allowed a reasonable time, not to exceed ten (10) 
days, to respond orally or in writing to the appointing power before the 
discharge or reduction shall become effective. 


When a permanent employee is discharged or reduced, the employee 
shall be allowed fifteen (15) business days from date of service of said 
notice of discharge or reduction in which to reply thereto in writing and 
request a hearing before the Commission. Notice of the time allowed for 
answer and for requesting a hearing before the Commission shall be 
stated in the notice of discharge or reduction. The appointing power 
shall submit to the Commission evidence showing that the employee has 
been served with the notice of discharge or reduction either personally 
or by certified or registered mail addressed to the employee’s last known 
address, and the date of such service. 


The Commission may not consider any information or charges made by 
the appointing power unless they are contained in the letter of discharge 
or reduction, nor any made by the employee unless the employee has 
previously provided them to the appointing power for consideration, 
unless such information or charges were not then known and could not 
reasonably have been expected to be known by the appointing power or 
the employee. The Commission shall determine whether or not the 
discharge or reduction is justified.” 


THIS IS A MANUAL REVISION VERSION FOR 05/22/11 
PLEASE REFER TO FINAL VERSION FOR OFFICIAL COPIES 


3-01/030.10 OBEDIENCE TO LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND ORDERS 
a) Members shall not willfully violate any federal statute, state law or local ordinance, 
b) Members shall conform to and abide by the following: 


« Charter of Los Angeles County, 
e Los Angeles County Code, 
+ Rules of the Department of Human Resources, 


c} Members shall obey and properly execute all lawful orders issued by any supervisor 
of higher rank or classification or who is officially acting in such capacity, 


d) When assigned to duty with another member of the Department, an employee shall 
be subject to disciplinary action for any violation by the other member of any provision 
of this chapter unless the employee was unaware of the violation or unless the 
employee, if the situation permits safe and prudent action, attempts in good faith to 
prevent the violation and, at the earliest reasonable time, reports the violation to his 
supervisor, 


e) Members, who violate any rules, regulations, or policies of the Department or the 
County, shall be subject to disciplinary action. The commission or omission of any other 
act contrary to good order and discipline shall also be the subject of disciplinary action, 


f) Members, who are arrested or detained for any offense, or named as a suspect, other 
than an infraction under the Vehicle Code, shall immediately notify their immediate 
supervisor or Watch Commander of the facts of the arrest or detention or allegation. 


After business hours, if the member is unable to contact their immediate supervisor or 
Watch Commander at the Unit of Assignment, the member shall contact Sheriff's 
Headquarters Bureau and request immediate notification to their Unit Commander. The 
member shall provide details of the arrest or detention to Sheriffs Headquarters 
Bureau, including alleged charge(s), location, police agency jurisdiction, and return 
phone number where the member can be reached, for relay to the Unit Commander. 
The Sheriff's Headquarters Bureau member receiving notification shall immediately 
notify the employee’s Unit Commander. 


The Unit Commander shall immediately notify Internal Affairs Bureau. The employee's 
Unit Commander shall immediately respond to the member’s location if the member is 
arrested and taken into custody. 


According to the nature of the offense and in conformance with the rules of the 
Department of Human Resources, disciplinary action may result and may include, but is 
not limited to, the following: 


« A reprimand (written), 
« Suspension without pay, 

« Reduction in rank, 

e Dismissal from the Department. 


NOTE: For purposes of this section, any reference to “members” shall include any 
member of the Department, both sworn and professional staff. 


